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determining the appropriate method for conducting the RPA. U.S. EPA’s September
2010 NPDES Permit Writer's Manual, page 6-30, states, “State implementation
procedures might allow, or even require, a permit writer to determine reasonable
potential throtigh a qualitative assessment process without using available facility-
specific effluent monitoring data or when such data are not available... A permitting
authority might also determine that WQBELSs are required for specific pollutants for all
facilities that exhibit certain operational or discharge characteristics (e.g., WQBELs for
pathogens in all permits for POTWSs discharging fo contact recreational waters).”
Although the discharge has been consistently in compliance with the acute effluent
limitations, the Facility is a POTW that treats domestic wastewater containing ammonia
and other acutely toxic pollutants. Acute toxicity effluent limitations are required to
ensure compliance with the Basin Plan’s narrative toxicity objective.

U.S. EPA Region 9 provided guidance for the development of acute toxicity effluent
fimitations in the absence of numeric water quality objectives for toxicity in its document
titled “Guidance for NPDES Permit Issuance”, dated February 1994. In section B.2.
“Toxicity Requirements” (pgs. 14-15) it states that, “In the absence of specific numeric
water quality objectives for acute and chronic toxicity, the narrative criterion ‘no toxics in
toxic amounts’ applies. Achievement of the narrative criterion, as applied herein, means
that ambient waters shall not demonstrate for acute toxicity: 1) less than 90% survival,
50% of the time, based on the monthly median, or 2) less than 70% survival, 10% of the
time, based on any monthly median. For chronic toxicity, ambient waters shall not
demonstrate a test result of greater than 1 TUc." Accordingly, effluent limitations for
acute toxicity have been included in this Order as follows:

Acute Toxicity. Survival of aquatic organisms in 96-hour bioassays of undiluted waste
shall be no less than:

Minimum for any one bioassay 70%
Median for any three consecutive bioassays 90%

. Chronic Aquatic Toxicity. The Basin Plan contains a narrative toxicity objective that
states, “All waters shall be maintained free of toxic substances in concentrations that
produce detrimental physiological responses in human, plant, animal, or aquatic life."
(Basin Plan at page llI-6) Based on chronic WET testing performed by the Discharger
from January 2010 through Becember 2013, the discharge has reasonable potential to
cause or contribute to an in-stream excursion above of the Basin Plan’s narrative toxicity
objective. As shown in Table F-17 below.

Table F-17. Whole Effluent Chronic Toxicity Testing Results

Fathead Minnow Water Flea Green Algae
Pimephales promelas Ceriodaphnia dubia Selenastrum capricornutum
Survival Growth Survival | Reproduction
Date {TUc) {TUc) (TUc) (TUc) Growth (TUc)
3/15/2010 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
9/20/2010 20 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
10/19/2010 -- - -- - 1.0
11/2/2010 - -- - - 1.0
11/16/2010 -- - - - 1.0
11/30/2010 - -- - - 1.0
3/21/2011 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.3
21772012 - - - - 1.0
3/13/2012 -- - -- - 1.3
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Fathead Minnow Water Flea Green Algae
Pimephales promelas Ceriodaphnia dubia Selenasirum capricornutum
Survival Growth Survival | Reproduction
Date (TUc) (TUc) (TUc) (TUc) Growth (TUc)
311172013 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
6/3/2013 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
9/9/2013 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

No dilution has been granted for the chronic condition. Therefore, chronic toxicity testing
results exceeding 1 chronic toxicity unit (TUc) demonstrates the discharge has a
reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of the Basin Flan's
narrative toxicity objective.

The Menitoring and Reporting Program of this Order requires quarterly chronic WET
monitoring for demonstration of compliance with the narrative toxicity objective and
effluent limitation. In addition fo WET monitoring, Special Provision V1.C.2.a of this
Order requires the Discharger to submit to the Central Valley Water Board a TRE Work
Plan. The provision also includes a numeric toxicity monitoring trigger, requirements for
accelerated monitoring, and requirements for TRE initiation if toxicity is demonstrated.

Numeric chronic WET effluent limitations have not been included in this Order. The SIP
contains implementation gaps regarding the appropriate form and implementation of
chronic toxicity limitations. This has resulted in the petitioning of a NPDES permit in the
l.os Angeles Region'? that contained numeric chronic toxicity effluent limitations. To
address the petition, the State Water Board adopted WQO 2003-0012 directing its staff
to revise the toxicity control provisions in the SIP. The State Water Board states the
following in WQO 2003-0012, “In reviewing this petition and receiving comments from
numerous inferested persons on the propriety of including numeric effiuent limitations for
chronic toxicify in NPDES permits for publicly-owned treatment works that discharge to
inland waters, we have determined that this issue should be considered in a regulatory
setting, in order fo allow for full public discussion and deliberation. We infend fo modify
the SIP to specifically address the issue. We anticipate thal review will occur within the
next year. We therefore decline fo make a determination here regarding the propriety of
the final numeric effluent limitations for chronic toxicity contained in these permits.” The
process to revise the SIP is currently underway. Proposed changes include clarifying
the appropriate form of effiuent toxicity limitations in NPDES permits and general
expansion and standardization of toxicity control implementation related to the NPDES
permitting process. Since the toxicity control provisions in the SIP are under revision it is
infeasible to develop numeric effiuent limitations for chronic toxicity. Therefare, this
Order requires that the Discharger meet best management practices for compliance with
the Basin Plan’s narrative toxicity objective, as aliowed under 40 CFR 122.44(k).

To ensure compliance with the Basin Plan’s narrative toxicity objective, the Discharger is
required to conduct chronic WET testing, as specified in the Monitoring and Reporting
Program (Attachment E, section V.). Furthermore, Special Provision VI.C.2.a of this
Order requires the Discharger to investigate the causes of, and identify and implement
corrective actions to reduce or eliminate effluent toxicity. If the discharge demonstrates

2 I the Matter of the Review of Own Motion of Waste Discharge Requirements Order Nos. R4-2002-0121
[NPDES No. CAG054011] and R4-2002-0123 [NPDES NO. CA0055119] and Time Schedule Order Nos.
R4-2002-0122 and R4-2002-0124 for Los Coyotes and Long Beach Wastewater Reclamation Plants Issued by
the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region SWRCB/OCC Files A-1496 and
14986(a). '
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toxicity exceeding the numeric toxicity monitoring trigger, the Discharger is required to
initiate a Toxicity Reduction Evaluation {TRE} in accordance with an approved TRE work
plan. The numeric toxicity monitoring trigger is not an effluent limitation; it is the toxicity
threshold at which the Discharger is required fo perform accelerated chronic toxicity
monitoring, as well as, the threshold to initiate a TRE if effluent toxicity has been
demonstrated.

D. Basin Plan Effluent Limitations.

1. The Basin Plan at page 1V-10 includes effluent limitations for discharges to navigable
waters. The Basin Plan requires at a minimum, discharges to surface waters, including
stream channels, to comply with the following effiuent limitations:

a. The maximum electrical conductivity of a discharge shall not exceed the quality of the
source water plus 500 pmhos/cm, or 1,000 ymhos/cm, whichever is more stringent.

b. Discharges shall not exceed an electrical conductivity of 1,000 pmhos/cm, a chloride
content of 175 mg/L, or a boron content of 1.0 mg/L.

2. This Order carries over the chloride and boron effluent limitations in Order R5-2008-0033,
which are based on the Basin Pian effluent limitations. This Order also carries over an
effluent limitation for electrical conductivity, based on the Basin Plan, but establishes the
averaging period as a 12-month rolling average instead of a monthly average.

E. Final Effluent Limitation Considerations
1. Mass-based Effluent Limitations

40 CFR 122.45(f){1) requires effluent limitations be expressed in terms of mass, with some
exceptions, and 40 CFR 122.45(f)(2) allows pollutants that are limited in terms of mass to
additionally be limited in terms of other units of measurement. This Order includes effluent
limitations expressed in terms of mass and concentration. |n addition, pursuant to the
exceptions to mass limitations provided in 40 CFR 122.45(f)(1), some effluent limitations are
not expressed in terms of mass, such as pH and temperature, and when the applicable
standards are expressed in terms of concentration (e.g., CTR criteria and MCLs) and mass
limitations are not necessary to protect the beneficial uses of the receiving water.

Mass-based effluent limitations were calculated based upon the flow permitted in section
[V.B.1.a of this Order.

2. Averaging Periods for Effluent Limitations

40 CFR 122.45(d) requires average weekly and average monthly discharge limitations for
publicly owned treatment works (POTWs) unless impracticable. However, for toxic
poilutants and pollutant parameters in water quality permitting, U.S. EPA recommends the
use of a maximum daily effluent limitation in lieu of average weekly effluent limitations for
two reasons. “First, the basis for the 7-day average for POTWSs derives from the secondary
treatment requirements. This basis is not refated to the need for assuring achievement of
water quality standards. Second, a 7-day average, which could comprise up to seven or
more daily samples, could average out peak foxic concentrations and therefore the
discharge’s potential for causing acute toxic effects would be missed.” (TSD, pg. 96) This
Order uses maximum daily effluent limitations in lieu of average weekly effluent limitations
for copper and cyanide as recommended by the TSD for the achievement of water quality
standards and for the protection of the beneficial uses of the receiving stream. Furthermore,
for copper and cyanide, weekly average effluent limitations have been replaced or
supplemented with effluent limitations utilizing shorter averaging periods. The rationale for
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using shorter averaging periods for these constituents is discussed in section 1V.C.3 of this
Fact Sheet.

For effiuent limitations based on Primary and Secondary MCLs, except nitrate and nitrite,
this Order includes annual average effluent limitations. The Primary and Secondary MCl.s
are drinking water standards contained in Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations.
Title 22 requires compliance with these standards on an annual average basis (except for
nitrate and nitrite), when sampling at least quarterly. Since it is necessary to determine
compliance on an annual average basis, it is impracticable to calculate average weekly and
average monthiy effluent limitations.

3. Satisfaction of Anti-Backsliding Requirements

The CWA specifies that a revised permit may not include effluent limitations that are less
stringent than the previcus permit unless a less stringent limiation is justified based on
exceptions to the anti-backsliding provisions contained in CWA sections 402(0) or 303(d)(4),
or, where applicable, 40 CFR 122.44()).

The effluent limitations in this Order are at least as stringent as the effluent limitations in the
previous Order, with the exception of effluent limitations for bromoform, total residual
chlorine, chlorodibromomethane, dichlorcbromomethane, settleable solids, and turbidity.
The effluent limitations for these pollutants are less stringent than those in Order R5-2008-
0033. This relaxation of effluent limitations is consistent with the anti-backs!iding
reguirements of the CWA and federal requiations.

a. CWA section 402(o)(1) and 303(d}{4). CWA section 402(o}(1) prohibits the
establishment of less siringent water quality-based effluent limits “except in compliance
with Section 303(d){4).” CWA section 303(d)(4) has two parts: paragraph {A) which
applies to nonattainment waters and paragraph (B) which applies to attainment waters.

i. For waters where standards are not attained, CWA secticn 304{d)(4)(A) specifies
that any effluent limitation based oh a TMDL or other WLA may be revised only if the
cumulative effect of all such revised effluent limitations based on such TMDLs or
WLAs will assure the attainment of such water quality standards.

ii. Forattainment waters, CWA section 303(d)(4)(B) specifies that a limitation based on
a water quality standard may be relaxed where the action is consistent with the
antidegradation paolicy.

Central Canal is considered an attainment water for bromoform, total residual
chlorine, chloradibromomethane, dichlorobromomethane, and settleable solids
because the recewlng water is not listed as impaired on the 303(d} list for these
constituents.™ As discussed in section IV.E.4, below, removal of the effluent
limitations complies with federal and state antidegradation reguirements. Thus,
removal of the effluent limitations for bromoform, total residual chlorine,
chlorodibromomethane, dichiorobromomethane, and settleable solids from Order R5-
2008-0033 meets the exception in CWA section 303(d)(4)(B).

b. CWA section 402{0}(2). CWA section 402(0}(2) provides several exceptions to the anti-
backsliding regulations. CWA 402(0)(2)}(B){i) allows a renewed, reissued, or modified
permit to contain a less stringent effluent limitation for a pollutant if information is
available which was not available at the time of permit issuance (other than revised

3 «The exceptions in Section 303(d){(4) address both waters in attainment with water quality standards and those
not in attainment, i.e. waters on the seclion 303(d) impaired waters list.” Slate Waler Board Crder
WQ 2008-0008, Berry Petroleum Company, Poso Creek/McVan Facility.
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regulations, guidance, or test methods} and which would have justified the application of
a less stringent effluent limitation at the time of permit issuance.

As described further in section 1V.C.3.a of this Fact Sheet, updated information that was
not available at the time QOrder R5-2008-0033 was issued indicates that bromoform, total
residual chlorine, chloradibromomethane, dichlorobromomethane, and settleable solids
do not exhibit reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water
quality objectives in the receiving water. Additionally, updated information that was not
available at the time Order R5-2008-0033 was issued indicates that less stringent
effluent limitations for bromoform, total residual chiorine, chlorodibromomethane,
dichlorobromomethane, and seftleable solids satisfy requirements in CWA section
402(0)(2). The updated information that supports the relaxation of effluent limitations for
these constituents includes the following:

i. Bromoform. Bromoform is a chlorine disinfection byproduct and the Discharger no
longer uses chlorine for disinfection. Effluent and receiving water monitoring data
collected between January 2010 and December 2013 for bromoform indicate that the
discharge does not exhibit reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an
exceedance of the CTR human health criterion for the consumption of water and
organisms.

ii. Chlorine Residual. The Discharger converted from chorine disinfection to ultraviolet
light disinfection in December 2009. Total residual chlorine was not detected in the
effiluent hetween January 2010 and December 2013. Therefore, there is no
reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of the NAWQC
criterion for chiorine.

ii. Chlorodibromomethane. Chlorodibromomethane is a chlorine disinfection
bypreduct and the Discharger no longer uses chlorine for disinfection. Effluent and
receiving water monitoring data coliected between January 2010 and December
2013 for chlorodibromomethane indicate that the discharge does not exhibit
reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of the CTR human
health criterion for the consumption of water and organisms.

iv. Dichlorobromomethane. Dichlorocbromomethane is a chlorine disinfection
byproduct and the Discharger no longer uses chiorine for disinfection. Effluent and
receiving water monitoring data collected between January 2010 and December
2013 for dichlorobromomethane indicate that the discharge does not exhibit
reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of the CTR human
health criterion for the consumption of water and organisms.

v. Settleable Solids. Effluent and receiving water monitoring data collecied between
January 2010 and December 2013 for settleable solids indicate that the discharge
does not exhibif reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of the
Basin Plan narrative objective for settleable solids.

Thus, removal or relaxation of the effluent limitations for bromoform, total residual
chiorine, chlorodibromomethane, dichlorobromomethane, and settleable solids from
Order R5-2008-0033 is in accordance with CWA section 402(0)(2)(B)(i}, which allows for
the removal of effluent limitations based on information that was not available at the time
of permit issuance.

Effluent and receiving water monitoring data collected between January 2010 and
December 2013 indicate that bromoform, total residual chiorine, chlorodibromomethane,
dichlorobromomethane, and settleable solids in the discharge do not exhibit reasonable
potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of the applicable water quality
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objectives. Therefore, the effluent limitations for bromoform, total residual chlorine,
chlorodibromomethane, dichlorobromomethane, and settleable solids have not been
continued. Removal of the effluent limitations meets the exceptions to backsliding in
CWA section 402(0)(2).

c. Turbidity. Order R5-2008-0033 contained effluent limitations for turbidity. The prior
limitations were solely an operational check to ensure the treatment system was
functioning properly and could meet the limitations for solids and coliform. The prior
effluent limitations were not intended to regulate turbidity in the receiving water. Rather,
turbidity is an operational parameter to determine proper system functioning and not a
WQBEL.

This Order contains operational turbidity specifications to be met in lieu of effiuent
limitations. However, the performance-based specifications in this Order are equivalent
limitations that are not less stringent, and therefore do not constitute backsliding.

The revised operational specifications for turbidity are the same as the effluent
limitations in Order R5-2008-0033. These revisions are consistent with State regulations
implementing recycled water requirements. The revision in the turbidity limitation is
consistent with the antidegradation provisions of 40 CFR 131.12 and State Water Board
Resolution 68-16 because this Order imposes equivalent or more stringent requirements
than Order R5-2008-0033 and therefore does not allow degradation.

4. Antidegradation Policies

a. Surface Water. This Order does not authorize an increase in flow or mass of poliutants
to Central Canal from that allowed in Order R5-2008-0033. Thus, the permitted surface
water discharge is consistent with the antidegradation provisions of 40 CFR 131.12 and
State Water Board Resolution 68-16. Compliance with these requirements will result in
the use of best practicable treatment or control of the discharge. The impact on existing
water quality will be insignificant.

b. Groundwater. The Discharger utilizes evaporation/percoiation ponds for effluent
disposal. Domestic wastewater contains constituents such as total dissolved solids
(TDS), electrical conductivity, pathogens, nitrates, organics, metals and oxygen
demanding substances (BOD). Percolation from the ponds may result in an increase in
the concentration of these constituents in groundwater. The increase in the
concentration of these constituents in groundwater must be consistent with Resolution
68-16. Any increase in pollutant concentrations in groundwater must be shown to be
necessary to allow wastewater utility service necessary to accommodate housing and
economic expansion in the area and must be consistent with maximum benefit to the
people of the State of California. Some degradation of groundwater by the Discharger is
consistent with Resolution 68-16 provided that:

i. the degradation is limited in extent;

ii. the degradation after effective source control, treatment, and control is limited to
waste constituents typically encountered in municipal wastewater as specified in the
groundwater limitations in this Order,;

ili. the Discharger minimizes the degradation by fully implementing, regularly
maintaining, and optimally operating best practicable treatment or control (BPTC)
measures; and

iv. the degradation does not result in water quality less than that prescribed in the Basin
Plan.
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Adequate background groundwater quality data are not available for comparing to
downgradient groundwater menitoring data. This Order requires the Discharger to
monitor groundwater,

5. Stringency of Requirements for Individual Pollutants

This Order contains both technology-based and water quality-based effiuent limitations for
individual pollutanis. The technology-based effluent limitation consists of restrictions on
flow. Restrictions on flow are discussed in IV.B and i.B.3 of this Fact Sheet. This Order's
technology-based pollutant restrictions implement the minimum, applicable federal
technology-based requirements. In addition, this Order contains effluent limitations more
stringent than the minimum, federal technology-based requirements that are necessary to
meet water quality standards. These limitations are not more stringent than required by the
CWA.

Water quality-based effluent limitations have been derived to implement water quality
ohjectives that protect beneficial uses. Both the beneficial uses and the water quality
objectives have been approved pursuant to federal law and are the applicable federal water
quality standards. To the extent that foxic pollutant water quality-based effluent limitations
were derived from the CTR, the CTR is the applicable standard pursuant to 40 CFR 131.38.
The procedures for calculating the individual water quality-based effluent limitations for
priority pollutants are based on the CTR implemented by the SIP, which was approved by
U.S. EPA on 18 May 2000. Most beneficial uses and water quality objectives contained in
the Basin Plan were approved under state law and submitted to and approved by U.S. EPA
prior to 30 May 2000. Any water guality objectives and beneficial uses submitted to U.S.
EPA prior to 30 May 2000, but not approved by U.S. EPA before that date, are nonetheless
“applicable water quality standards for purposes of the CWA” pursuant to 40 CFR
131.21(c)(1). The remaining water quality objectives and beneficial uses implemented by
this Order were approved by U.S. EPA and are applicablte water quality standards pursuant
to 40 CFR 131.21(c)(2). Collectively, this Order's restrictions on individual pollutants are no
more stringent than required to implement the requirements of the CWA.

Summary of Final Effluent Limitations
Discharge Point 001

Table F-18. Summary of Final Effluent Limitations

Effluent Limitations
Parameter Units Average | Average | Maximum | Instantaneous |Instantanecus| Basis
Monthly | Weekly Daily Minimum Maximum
Flow mgd 0.45 - - - - PO, DC
PO, DC,
mg/L 10 15 30 - - TTC
Biochemical Oxygen PO DC
Demand 5-day @ Ibs/day 38 56 113 - - T,TC ’
20°C (BODs) ( : 55 Be
o see _ _ _ _ , DC,
%removal | pelow) TTC
PO, DC,
mg/L 10 15 30 - -- 10
Total Suspended PO, DC,
Solids (TSS) tbs/day 38 56 113 - - TTC
(see _ _ _ _ PO, DG,
%removal |y clow) TTC
pH Stz?fijtgrd - - - 6.5 8.3 PO, BP
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Effluent Limitations
Parameter Units Average | Average | Maximum | Instantaneous |Instantaneous| Basis
Monthly | Weekly Daily Minimum Maximum
Recoveraole | MO | 85 | - 12 - - CTR
Cyigf%hg"ta' ug/L 4.2 - 8.7 - - CTR
Aluminum, Total
Recoverable Ha/L 341 761 - - - SMCL
Ammonia, un-
ionized (as N) mg/l. - - 0.025 - - BP
Boron mg/L - - 1.0 -~ -- PO, BPL
Chioride mg/L - - 175 - - PO, BPL
Electrical ‘
Con duc:vityc@ 25°C yumhos/em (see below) BPL
Nltrate(apsiul\?)Nltnte mg/L 10. B _ _ _ . PMCL
Total Cofiform | MPN100 (see below) PO, T22
Acute Toxicity % survival (see below) PO, BP
Chronic Toxicity -- {see below) BP

PO — Carried over from previous Order (R5-2008-0033)

DC — Based on the design capadity of the Facility

TTC - Based on tertiary treatment capability. These effluent limitations reflect the capability of a propery
operated tertiary treatment plant.

BP - Based on water quality objectives contained in the Basin Plan

CTR - Based on water quality criterfa contained in the California Toxics Rule and applied as specified in the SIP

SMCL - Based on the Secondary Maximum Contaminant Level.

BPL - Based on limitations in the Basin Plan, applicable to all surface waters

PMCL - Based on the Primary Maximum Contaminant Level.

T22 — Based on California Department of Public Health Reclamation Criteria, CCR, Division 4, Chapter 3
(Title 22).

a. Percent Removal. The average monthly percent removal of BODs and TSS shall not be
less than 90 percent.

b. Acute Whole Effluent Toxicity. Survival of aquatic organisms in 96-hour bioassays of
undiluted waste shall be no less than:

i. 70%, minimum for any one bioassay;
ii. 90%, median for any three consecutive bioassays.

¢. Chronic Whole Effiuent Toxicity. There shall be no chronic toxicity in the effluent
discharge.

d. Total Coliform. Effluent total coliform shall not exceed:
i. 2.2 most probable number (MPN) per 100 mL, as a 7-sample median;
fi. 23 MPN/100 mL, more than once in any 30-day period; and
iii. 240 MPN/100 mL, at any time.
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e. Electrical Conductivity @ 25°C (EC). The 12-month rolling average effluent EC shall
not exceed 1,000 umhos/cm or the monthly flow-weighted average EC of the source
water plus 500 umhos/cm, whichever is more sfringent.

F. Interim Effluent Limitations — Not Applicable

G. Land Discharge Specifications

The Land Discharge Specifications for the onsite disposal ponds are necessary to ensure
proper operation of the ponds and to protect the beneficial uses of the groundwater.

1.

BOD and TSS. This Order carries over the BOD and TSS effluent limitations from Order
R5-2008-0033 for discharge to the onsite disposal ponds.

pH. This Order carries over the pH effluent limitations from Order R5-2008-0033 for
discharge to the onsite disposal ponds.

Settleable Solids. This Order carries over the settleable solids effluent limitations from
Order R5-2008-0033 for discharge to the onsite disposal ponds.

Basin Plan Effiuent Limitations. This Order carries over the effluent limitations for EC and
chloride, which were applicable to both discharge locations in Order R5-2008-0033, and
which are based on the Basin Plan limitations. This Order includes a boron effluent
limitation based on the Basin Plan limitation.

Flow. As discussed in section I1.B.3 of this Fact Sheet, the Discharger has had ongoing
disposal capacity issues with the onsite disposal ponds for a number of years. This Order
limits the flow fo the onsite disposal ponds to 0.49 mgd, as a monthly average, and gives the
Discharger an opportunity to request fo increase the flow to the ponds up to 0.85 mgd if it
can demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Executive Officer that the ponds have enough
capacity fo accommodate those flows.,

H. Recycling Specifications — Not Applicable
V. RATIONALE FOR RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS
A. Surface Water

1.

CWA section 303{a-c), requires states to adopt water quality standards, including criteria
where they are hecessary to protect beneficial uses. The Central Valley Water Board
adopted water quality criteria as water quality objectives in the Basin Plan. The Basin Plan
states that “fifhe numerical and narrative water qualily objectives define the least stringent
standards that the Regional Water Board wilf apply to regional waters in order to protect the
beneficial uses.” The Basin Plan includes numeric and narrative water quality objectives for
various beneficial uses and water bodies. This Order contains receiving surface water
limitations based on the Basin Plan numerical and narrative water quality objectives for
ammonia, bacteria, biostimulatory substances, color, chemical constituents, dissolved
oxygen, floating material, oil and grease, pH, pesticides, radioactivity, suspended sediment,
settleable substances, suspended material, tastes and odors, temperature, toxicity, and
furbidity.

B. Groundwater

1.

The beneficial uses of the underlying groundwater are municipal and domestic supply,
agricultural supply, industrial service supply, industrial process supply, contact recreation,
and non-contact recreation.

Basin Plan water quality objectives include narrative objectives for bacteria, chemical
constituents, pesticides, radioactivity, salinity, tastes and odors, and toxicity of groundwater.
The bacteria objective prohibits total coliform at or above 2.2 MPN/100 mL for waters
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designated MUN. The chemical constituents objective states groundwater shall not contain
chemical constituents in concentrations that adversely affect any beneficial use. The
pesticide objective states that no individual pesticide or combination of pesticides shall be
present in concentrations that adversely affect beneficial uses. The radicactivity objective
prohibits radionuclides to be present in concentrations that are deleterious to human, plant,
animal or aguatic life, or that result in the accumulation of radionuclides in the food web to
an exient that presents a hazard to human, plant, animal, or aquatic life. The salinity
objective includes maximum average annual increases in salinity for specific groundwater
basins. The tastes and odors objective prohibits taste- or odor-producing substances in
concentrations that cause nuisance or adversely affect beneficial uses. The toxicity
objective requires that groundwater be maintained free of toxic substances in concentrations
that produce detrimental physiological responses in humans, plants, animals; or aquatic life.
The Basin Plan requires the application of the most stringent objective necessary to ensure
that waters do not contain chemical constituents, toxic substances, radionuclides, taste- or
odor-producing substances, or bacteria in concentrations that adversely affect municipal or
domestic supply, agricuitural supply, industrial supply or some other beneficial use.

3. Groundwater limitations are required {o protect the beneficial uses of the underlying
groundwater.

VI. RATIONALE FOR PROVISIONS
A. Standard Provisions

Standard Provisions, which apply to all NPDES permits in accordance with 40 CFR 122.41, and
additional conditions applicable to specified categories of permits in accordance with

40 CFR 122.42, are provided in Attachment D. The Discharger must comply with all standard
provisions and with those additional conditions that are applicable under 40 CFR 122.42.

40 CFR 122.41(a)(1) and (b) through (n) establish conditions that apply to all state-issued
NPDES permits. These conditions must be incorporated into the permits either expressly or by
reference. If incorporated by reference, a specific citation {o the regulations must be included in
the Order. 40 CFR 123.25(a)(12) allows the state to omit or modify conditions to impose more
stringent requirements. In accordance with 40 CFR 123.25, this Order omits federal conditions
that address enforcement authority specified in 40 CFR 122.41(j)(5) and (k)(2) because the
enforcement authority under the Water Code is more stringent. [n lieu of these conditions, this
Order incorporates by reference Water Code section 13387(e).

B. Special Provisions
1. Reopener Provisions

a. Whole Effluent Toxicity. This Order requires the Discharger to investigate the causes
of, and identify corrective actions {o reduce or eliminate effluent toxicity through a
Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (TRE). This Order may be reopened to include a numeric
chronic toxicity effluent limitation, new acute toxicity effluent limitations, and/or effluent
limitations for specific texicant(s) identified in the TRE. Additionally, if 2 numeric chronic
toxicity water quality objective is adopted by the State Water Board, this Order may be
reopened to include a numeric chronic foxicity effluent limitation based on that objective.

b. Water Effects Ratio (WER) and Metal Translators. A default WER of 1.0 has been
used in this Order for calculating CTR criteria for applicable priority pollutant inorganic
constituents. In addition, default dissolved-to-total metal transiators have been used to
convert water quality chjectives from dissolved to total recoverable when developing
effluent limitations for copper. If the Discharger performs studies to determine site-
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specific WERs and/or site-specific dissolved-to-total metal translators, this Order may be
reopened fo modify the effluent limitations for the applicable inorganic constituent(s).

¢. Drinking Water Policy. The Central Valley Water Board adopted a Drinking Water
Policy. This Order may be reopened to incorporate monitoring of constituents to
implement the Drinking Water Policy.

d. Ultraviolet (UV) Disinfection Operating Specifications. UV disinfection system
operating specifications are required o ensure that the UV system is operated to
achieve the required pathogen removal. UV disinfection system specifications and
monitoring and reporting requirements are required to ensure that adequate UV dosage
is applied to the wastewater to inactivate pathogens (e.g., viruses) in the wastewater.
UV dosage is dependent on several factors such as UV transmittance, UV power setting,
wastewater turbidity, and wastewater flow through the UV disinfection system. The UV
specifications in this Order are based on the NWRI guidelines. If the Discharger
conducts a site-specific UV engineering study that identifies site-specific UV operating
specifications that will achieve the virus inactivation required by Title 22 for disinfected
tertiary recycled water, this Order may be reopened to modify the UV specifications.

e. Beneficial Use Dedesignation. If the Discharger pursues a dedesignation study by
providing all necessary information for a Basin Plan amendment to dedesignate
beneficial uses for Central Canal, and those efforts result in a Basin Plan amendment,
this Order shall be reopened fo implement the necessary changes.

2. Special Studies and Additional Monitoring Requirements

a. Chronic Whole Effluent Toxicity Requirements. The Basin Plan contains a narrative
toxicity objective that states, “All waters shall be maintained free of toxic substances in
concentrations that produce defrimental physiological responses in human, plant,
animal, or aquatic life.” (Basin Plan at page il-6) Based on whole effluent chronic
toxicity testing performed by the Discharger from January 2010 through December 2013,
the discharge has reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an in-stream excursion
ahove of the Basin Plan’s narrative toxicity objective.

This provision requires the Discharger to develop a TRE Work Plan in accordance with
U.S. EPA guidance. In addition, the provision provides a numeric toxicity monitoring
trigger and requirements for accelerated monitoring, as well as, requirements for TRE
initiation if toxicity has been demonstrated.

Monitoring Trigger. A nureric toxicity monitoring trigger of >1 TUc (where TUc =
100/NOEC) is applied in the provision, because this Order does not allow any dilution for
the chronic condition. Therefore, a TRE is tnggered when the effluent exhiblits toxicity at
100% effluent.

Accelerated Monitoring. The provision requires accelerated WET testing when a
regular WET test result exceeds the monitoring trigger. The purpose of accelerated
monitoring is to determine, in an expedient manner, whether there is toxicity before
requiring the implementation of a TRE. Due to possible seasonality of the toxicity, the
accelerated monitoring should be performed in a timely manner, preferably taking no
more than 2 to 3 months to complete.

The provision requires accelerated monitoring consisting of four chronic toxicity tests in a
six-week period (i.e., one test every two weeks) using the species that exhibited toxicity.
Guidance regarding accelerated monitoring and TRE initiation is provided in the
Technical Support Document for Water Quality-based Toxics Control, EPA/505/2-90-
001, March 1991 (TSD). The TSD at page 118 states, "EPA recommends if toxicity is
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repeatedly or periodically present at levels above effluent limits more than 20 percent of
the time, a TRE should be required.” Therefore, four accelerated monitoring tests are
required in this provision. [If no toxicity is demonstrated in the four accelerated tests,
then it demonstrates that toxicity is not present at levels above the monitoring irigger
more than 20 percent of the time {only 1 of 5 tests are toxic, including the initial test).
However, notwithstanding the accelerated monitoring results, if there is adequate
evidence of effluent toxicity (i.e., toxicity present exceeding the monitoring trigger more
than 20 percent of the time), the Executive Officer may require that the Discharger
initiate a TRE.

See the WET Accelerated Monitoring Flow Chart (Figure F-1), below, for further
clarification of the accelerated monitoring requirements and for the decision points for
determining the need for TRE initiation.

TRE Guidance. The Discharger is required to prepare a TRE work plan in accordance
with U.S. EPA guidance. Numerous guidance documents are available, as identified
below:

i. Toxicity Reduction Evaluation Guidance for Municipal Wastewater Treatment Plants,
-EPA/833-B-89/002, August 1999.

ii. Generalized Methodology for Conducting Industrial Toxicity Reduction Evaluations
(TREs), EPA/600/2-88/070, April 1988.

ili. Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification Evaluations: Phase | Toxicity
Characterization Procedures, Second Edition, EPA 600/6-81/003, February 1991.

iv. Toxicity Identification Evaluation: Characterizafion of Chronically Toxic Effiuents,
Phase 1, EPA/600/6-91/005F, May 1992,

v. Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification Evaluations: Phase If Toxicity
Identification Procedures for Samples Exhibiting Acute and Chronic Toxicity, Second
Edition, EPA/600/R-92/080, September 1993.

vi. Methods for Aquatic Toxicily Identification Evaluations: Phase Il Toxicity
Confirmation Procedures for Samples Exhibiting Acute and Chronic Toxicity, Second
Edition, EPA 600/R-92/081, September 1993.

vii. Methods for Measuring the Acute Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to
Freshwater and Marine Organisms, Fifth Edition, EPA-821-R-02-012, October 2002.

viil. Short-term Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving
Waters to Freshwater Organisms, Fourth Edition, EPA-821-R-02-013, October 2002.

ix. Technical Support Document for Water Quality-based Toxics Control, EPA/505/2-80-
001, March 1991.
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